3
Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR
3.1
Introduction

This chapter includes revisions to the text in the DEIR subsequent to its publication and public review.  The changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the original DEIR and are identified by DEIR page number.  Revisions are shown as excerpts from the DEIR text, with strikethrough (strikethrough) text for deletions and underline (underline) text for additions. 

3.2
Corrections and Revisions
Section 3, Project Description

Table 3-1 is hereby revised as follows:

	Table 3-1
Proposed Land Use Summary

	General Plan Designation
	Proposed Zoning Designation
	# of Dwelling Units
	Total Acreage
	% of Site

	High Density Residential

(within Commercial/Mixed-Use)
	HDR
	341
	13.6
	3%

	Low Density Residential

Min Lot Size 6,600 square feet (sf)
	R-1-6-UR
	535
	127.77
	23%

	Low Density Residential

Min Lot Size 7,500 sf
	R-1-6-WB
	421
	116.08
	21%

	Low Density Residential

Min Lot Size 5,500 sf
	R-1-5-WB
	614
	126.20
	22%

	Low Density Residential

Min Lot Size 4,600 sf
	R-1-4-WB
	390
	64.98
	12%

	Commercial Mixed Use
	CMU
	N/A
	25.34
	4%

	Open Space/Trails
	OS
	N/A
	32.16
	6%

	Park
	P
	N/A
	37.29
	7%

	Major Right-of-Ways
	N/A
	N/A
	9.31
	2%

	Totals
	
	1,960 2,301
	552.73
	100%

	Source:  HLA Group 2004


Section 4.1, Land Use and Agricultural Resources

Page 4.1-21, paragraph 4 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

4.1-4
Conversion of Important Farmland.  The project applicant shall participate in the SJMSCP.  Appropriate fees shall be paid by the project applicant to the City for forwarding to SJCOG on a per-acre basis for lost agricultural land during development of proposed URSP and associated offsite utility infrastructure.  The SJCOG will use these funds to purchase conservation easements on agricultural and habitat lands in the project vicinity (in the Central Index Zone identified in the SJMSCP).  The preservation in perpetuity of agricultural lands through the SJMSCP, a portion of which would consist of Important Farmland, would ensure the continued protection of farmland in the project vicinity, partially offsetting project impacts.  

Until the City adopts a farmland conversion fee, the project applicant shall deposit appropriate mitigation funds into an escrow account for the loss of prime and important farmlands.  At a minimum, a $2,000 fee for every acre of prime and important farmlands that are developed shall be assessed on the project.  A total of $1,060,000 ($2,000 x 530 acres) shall be deposited and held in escrow. Once a farmland conservation fee has been adopted by the City and/or the City selects a designated land trust organization, these funds shall be transferred to the designated land trust organization for use in purchasing farmland conservation easements.  The final determination of the adopted fee will be made by the City and the project applicants will be required to comply with the fee requirements.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-4 would substantially lessen significant impacts associated with the conversion of Prime and Important Farmland on the URSP site and associated utility corridors because funding conservation easements would provide assistance to public and private sectors in protecting other farmland from the pressures of development.  The farmland conservation fee would be used to specifically purchase farmland easements to partially offset project impacts (530 acres would still be unavoidably lost).  The SJCOG easements are purchased for land exhibiting benefits to wildlife, including a combination of habitat, open space, and agricultural lands, so the compensation provided by the fee contribution for the project would not be applied exclusively to agricultural lands.  Therefore, fees contributed to the SJMSCP would only partially offset conversions of Important Farmland associated with project impacts implementation.  In addition, no new farmland would be made available, and the productivity of existing farmland would not be improved as a result of either the farmland conservation fee or the SJMSCP mitigation.  Therefore, full compensation for losses of Prime and Important Farmland would not be achieved.  Impact 4.1-4 would remain significant after mitigation.
Section 4.5, Biological Resources,

Page 4.5-10, second full paragraph, is revised as follows:

Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive habitats include those that are of special concern to resource agencies or are afforded specific consideration through CEQA, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, and/or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The freshwater marsh habitat within the irrigation ditches on the project site could be considered sensitive habitat by regulatory agencies and protected under the County General Plan and Development Title 9-1505.  Oak trees could be eligible for protection under the County General Plan and Development Title 9-1505, as well as the City Municipal Code § 17.61.030 and 17.19.060.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) may take jurisdiction over the agricultural ditches on the project site, even though they appear to have been excavated in uplands and do not appear to correspond to former natural drainages.  USACE and DFG may also take jurisdiction over a drainage canal and associated nonnative riparian habitat located immediately to the east of the project site.  

The nonnative riparian habitat is dominated by weeping willow (Salix babylonica) and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia).  This habitat could support wildlife species including nesting Swainson’s hawks, white-tailed kites, and/or other raptors.

Page 4.5-18, Impact 4.5-7, is revised as follows:

Impacts to Sensitive Habitats.  Implementation of the project could result in fill or reconfiguration of up to approximately 1.29 acres of freshwater marsh habitat associated with the irrigation ditches traversing the project site.  This would be a significant impact.
Approximately 1.29 acres of irrigation ditches supporting freshwater marsh vegetation could be converted or filled as a result of project implementation.  Freshwater marsh is considered a sensitive habitat type under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code of California and the irrigation ditches are potentially subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA.  Conversion and/or fill of waters of the United States and disturbance or removal of freshwater marsh habitat would be a significant impact.
Project implementation could also result in disturbance to the drainage canal and associated nonnative riparian habitat immediately to the east of the project site.  The nonnative riparian habitat could be considered a sensitive habitat type under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code of California and the drainage canal is potentially subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA.  Removal of, or damage to the nonnative riparian habitat could be a significant impact if wildlife species (e.g., raptors) are using the habitat for breeding.  Fill or removal of the drainage canal could be a significant impact pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA.

Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities,
Pages 4.10-4 (last paragraph) and 4.10-5 (first paragraph) are revised as follows:
Police Services

The Manteca Police Department is a full service law enforcement agency comprised of over 70 68 sworn staff and 30 civilian support staff.  The department is organized into two divisions: Operations, and Services. Operations is the largest division of the department and includes all uniformed officers and their support teams.  Operations Division units include patrol, traffic, school resource officers, community service officers, special weapons and tactics (SWAT), crisis response team, mounted patrol, canine, gangs, and bomb squad.  The Services Division includes all the teams and units that support the police function of the department, including dispatch, records, property and evidence, crime analysis, and animal services.  In addition, the department has more than 200 100 volunteers working with its officers and employees.

The department operates out of 1001 West Center Street, Manteca, approximately 2.3 miles south of the project site.  The department uses a staffing ratio goal of one 1.5 patrol sworn officers to every 1,000 residents and is generally able to meet this goal (Manteca Police Department 2004.)
Page 4.10-21, fourth and fifth paragraphs are revised as follows:
Police services would be provided to the URSP project site by the Manteca Police Department, which is composed of more than 70 68 sworn staff, 30 civilian support staff, and more than 200 100 volunteers.  The police department is located approximately 2.3 miles south of the project site.  The department uses a staffing ratio goal of one 1.5 patrol sworn officers to every 1,000 residents.  

The estimated residential population of the project would be 5,150 persons at full buildout.  The City would provide police services to this projected population which would require 5 8 sworn officers at buildout.  In addition, the project would require 3 additional non-sworn personnel to maintain the current ratio of non-sworn personnel per 1,000 residents. As stated in the City’s General Plan, minimum feasible police response times for police calls would be maintained through staffing and patrol arrangements to projected populations.  The City requires new development to pay its “fair share” of all costs associated with the provision of required public services, which would provide funding for any additional necessary facilities or equipment. 

Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation,
Table 4.11-3 is revised as follows:

	Table 4.11-3
Projected Trip Generation for the URSP

	
	Trip Generation Parameters

	
	Quantity
	Trip Generation

	
	
	Daily
	A.M. Peak Hour
	P.M. Peak Hour

	
	
	
	Inbound
	Outbound
	Total
	Inbound
	Outbound
	Total

	Low Density Single Family Residential
	535 units
	5,120
	96
	305
	401
	351
	189
	540

	Low Density Residential - Active Adult Community
	1,425 units
	6,612
	65
	206
	271
	241
	130
	371

	CMU – Commercial
	385.9 ksf
	16,571
	242
	155
	397
	695
	753
	1,447

	CMU – High Density Housing
	273 341 units
	1,835

2,246
	28

34
	111

136
	139

170
	110

135
	59

72
	169

207

	Total (All Trips)
	30,138

30,549
	431

437
	777

802
	1,208

1,239
	1,397
1,422
	1,131

1,144
	2,528

2,566

	Internal Trips:  Single Family Residential2
	<410>
	<7>
	<25>
	<32>
	<28>
	<15>
	<43>

	Internal Trips:  Active Adult Residential2 
	<992>
	<10>
	<31>
	<41>
	<36>
	<20>
	<56>

	Internal Trips:  CMU Residential
	<183>
	<3>
	<11>
	<14>
	<11>
	<6>
	<17>

	Pass-By Trips - Shopping Center3
	<5,634>
	<82>
	<53>
	<135>
	<236>
	<256>
	<492>

	Total External Trips
	22,919

22,330
	329

335
	657

682
	986

1,017
	1,086

1,111
	834

847
	1,920

1,958

	1
ksf = thousand square feet

2
Internal trip reduction: Active adult community = 15%, single family residential = 8%, CMU residential = 10%

3
Pass-by rates from Trip Generation handbook, October 1998, ITE: shopping center (assumed) = 34%


Table 4.11-4 is revised as follows:

	Table 4.11-4
Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service

	Location (Agency Jurisdiction)
	Existing
	Existing + Project
	Cumulative 
	Cumulative Plus Project

	
	A.M.
	P.M.
	A.M.
	P.M.
	A.M.
	P.M.
	A.M.
	P.M.

	1.
Union Road / Lovelace Road (Manteca)
	8.5 / A
	9.9 / A
	8.6 / A
	10.6 / B
	9.8 / A
	8.8 / A
	10.1 / B
	9.5 / A

	2.
Lathrop Road / McKinley Avenue (Manteca Lathrop)
	14.4 / B
	21.6 / C
	16.5 / C
	35.6 / E*
	>999 / F*
	42.5 / E
	>999 / F
	136.3 / F

	3.
Lathrop Road / Airport Way(Manteca)
	28.1 / C
	27.5 / C
	30.3 / C
	37.9 / D
	48.0 / D
	34.3 / C
	51.3 / D
	45.6 / D

	4.
Lathrop Road / London Avenue (Manteca)
	15.5 / B
	13.1 / B
	14.4 / B
	19.3 / B
	27.2 / C
	13.9 / B
	29.3 / C
	17.6 / B

	5.
Lathrop Road / Union Road(Manteca)
	32.1 / C
	33.6 / C
	49.5 / D
	154.0 / F**
	33.3 / C
	29.1 / C
	51.2 / D
	50.3 / D

	6.
Lathrop Road / Main Street(Manteca)
	17.6 / C
	40.8 / E*
	25.3 / D
	123.3 / F
	42.7 / D
	29.5 / C
	45.9 / D
	31.9 / C

	7.
Airport Way / Louise Avenue(Manteca)
	24.8 / C
	135.0 / F*

21.9 / C
	33.7 / D
	181.0 / F

24.1 / C♦
	29.5 / D
	35.8 / D
	50.9 / D
	36.0 / D

	8.
Union Road / Louise Avenue(Manteca)
	29.9 / C
	34.0 / C
	29.5 / C
	37.1 / D
	49.7 / D
	44.3 / D
	54.0 / D
	50.1 / D

	9.
Airport Way / Yosemite Avenue(Manteca)
	30.6 / C
	32.6 / C
	31.0 / C
	33.2 / C
	86.3 / F
	41.2 / D
	87.8 / F
	43.5 / D

	10.
Lathrop Road / I-5 SB Ramps (Lathrop)
	34.9 / D
	133.3 / F*

21.5 / C
	83.1 F

29.6 / C♦
	301.0 / F

23.3 / C♦
	24.8 / C
	29.4 / C
	25.4 / C
	33.3 / C

	11.
Lathrop Road / I-5 NB Ramps (Lathrop)
	11.3 / B
	19.4 / C
	11.9 / B
	33.7 / D
	27.7 / C
	35.2 / D
	29.8 / C
	43.4 / D

	12.
Lathrop Road / Harlan Road (Lathrop)
	21.3 /C
	21.8 / C
	19.9 / B
	21.3 / C
	37.9 / D
	21.8 / C
	42.0 / D
	22.4 / C

	13.
Lathrop Road/5th Street-Woodfield Drive (Lathrop)
	18.4 / B
	20.0 / C
	16.7 / B
	18.6 / B
	28.8 / C
	32.0 / C
	32.7 / C
	39.1 / D

	14.
French Camp Road / Union Road (County)
	12.7 / B
	10.1 / B
	13.8 / B
	12.1 / B
	17.7 / B
	15.2 / B
	18.5 / B
	16.8 / B

	15.
Union Way / AAC North Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	9.4 / A
	9.4 / A
	N/A
	N/A
	9.8 / A
	8.8 / A

	16.
Airport Way / AAC Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	12.2 / B
	12.1 / B
	N/A
	N/A
	698.0 / F*
	23.1 / C

	17.
Union Road 28 / AAC Main Access– SFR North Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	20.8 / C
	25.9 / D
	N/A
	N/A
	15.3 / C
	15.6 / C

	18.
Union Road / SFR South Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	22.2 / C
	28.1 / D
	N/A
	N/A
	14.7 / B
	17.0 / C

	19.
Union Road / CMUR Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	14.3 / B
	11.7 / B
	N/A
	N/A
	14.3 / B
	10.5 / B

	20.
Union Road / CMU North Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	17.1 / C
	274.2 / F*
	N/A
	N/A
	18.8 / C
	193.3 / F*

	21.
Union Road/CMU South Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	12.9 / B
	18.4 / C
	N/A
	N/A
	11.4 / B
	12.1 / B

	22.
Lathrop Road / AAC Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	12.3 / B
	13.7 / B
	N/A
	N/A
	18.6 / C
	12.1 / B

	23.
Lathrop Road/CMU West Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	11.5 / A
	116.7 / F*
	N/A
	N/A
	47.7 / E*
	325.6 / F

	24.
Lathrop Road/CMU Center Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	11.9 / B
	13.4 / B
	N/A
	N/A
	17.4 / C
	12.1 / B

	25.
Lathrop Road / CMU East Access(Manteca)
	N/A
	N/A
	13.0 / B
	53.9 / F*
	N/A
	N/A
	42.7 / E*
	400.5 / F

	Bold denotes unacceptable LOS

♦  LOS value calculated after agency traffic mitigation implemented

N/A - not applicable
* add traffic signal

** add SB left turn lane, SB right turn lane, WB right turn lane

Source:  kd Anderson 2004


Mitigation Measure 4.11-2a is revised as follows:

4.11-2a:
Operation of LOS E at the Lathrop Road/Main Street Intersection Under Existing Conditions and LOS F under Existing Plus Project Conditions.  

The project applicant shall pay its fair share of the cost for installation of a traffic signal at the Lathrop Road/Main Street intersection.  Because this mitigation measure cannot be implemented until the interchange configurations for Lathrop Road and Main Street are finalized as part of the SR 99 widening to six lanes, the applicant shall coordinate with the City as to timing of implementation of this mitigation measure.  Implementation of this measure would improve the operations of this intersection to LOS D.  Using Caltrans methodology to determine fair share costs, the URSP project would be responsible for approximately 15.8% of the total cost of this improvement.  Because there is a current need for this signal under existing traffic flow conditions, the project applicant shall fully fund the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection and shall coordinate with the City on its installation.  Installation of the traffic signal shall be completed before final occupancy of the first housing unit developed as part of Phase 1.  Funds for the signal shall be deposited into the City’s Public Facilities Improvement Program (PFIP) fund.  The project applicant shall also be required to pay appropriate transportation PFIP fees; however, these fees may be reduced or a credit issued to account for funds deposited for the signal that are not the responsibility of the project developer.  It is estimated that a refund or credit for 84.2% of the total cost for the traffic signal improvement could occur.  Final details on the cost-sharing agreement for the signal improvement will require final approval by the city.  The total dollar amount shall be determined in consultation with the appropriate agencies when final project approvals are sought.  Payment for improvements will occur as part of the collection of Public Facilities Improvement Program (PFIP) fees at the issuance of building permits. 
Appendix H
Page 1, paragraph 1 is hereby revised as follows:

This report documents kDANDERSON Transportation Engineers’ assessment of the traffic impacts associated with implementing the Union Ranch Specific Plan.  The proposed project will develop approximately 550 acres north of Lathrop Road in the City of Manteca.  The project includes 1960 low-density residential units, 273 mixed-use high-density residential housing units and about 385,900 square feet of commercial uses.  Figure 1 presents the project location within the City of Manteca (nos. 1-9).  Figure 2 presents the location of the project specific intersections.  The project is located along a major thoroughfare between I-54 and SR99, and as part of this study four intersections within the City of Lathrop (nos. 10-13) and one two intersections within San Joaquin County (no. 1 and 14) were also studied.  This report is intended to describe the impacts of developing the Specific Plan and to serve as a guideline for implementation of roadway infrastructure needed to support anticipated development over the foreseeable future.

Table 3 is revised as follows:

TABLE 3

LAND USE – UNION RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN

	Land Use (Land Use Zone)
	Acreage
	Trip Generation Parameters

	
	
	Unit
	Quantity

	Low Density Residential  - east of Union Road
	128
	Dwelling
	535

	Active Adult Low Density Residential  - between Airport Way and Union Road
	307
	Dwelling
	1,425

	Commercial (CMU Zone)
	25.3*
	Square Footage
	385,900**

	High Density Residential  - (CMU Zone)
	13.6
	Dwelling
	273341†



* 65% of overall CMU zone


** square footage based on 0.35 floor to area ratio (FAR)


† 20 units per acre density



Impact


4.5-7
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